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Abstract 
This article explores the paradox that while much emphasis has been put into 
educating boys in the alternative masculinities, the boys who hold these values are 
not the ones who are considered attractive in the social imaginary of a large part of 
the population. Attractiveness to different masculinity models is the result of the 
process of socialization. The authors argue that there is a mainstream process of 
socialization – which is not the only one – that promotes the attraction to the 
dominant traditional model of masculinities, while the opposite process is found 
with alternatives ones. Drawing from previous studies in the area of preventive 
socialization of gender-based violence and men’s studies, different aspects are 
highlighted showing how transformation is built in regards to provide new 
alternative models of masculinity. 
Keywords: attractiveness, new alternative masculinities, hegemonic masculinity, 
dominant traditional masculinities, socialization, violence 
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Resumen 
Este artículo explora la paradoja que mientras se ha hecho mucho énfasis en educar 
a los niños y chicos en masculinidades alternativas, los que albergan estos valores 
no son los que son considerados atractivos en el imaginario social de una gran parte 
de la población. El atractivo hacia distintos modelos de masculinidad resulta del 
proceso de socialización. Los autores argumentan que el principal proceso de 
socialización –aunque no el único- promueve la atracción hacia el modelo 
tradicional dominante de masculinidad, mientras que se da el proceso contrario 
hacia el modelo alternativo. Partiendo de estudios anteriores en el area de la 
socialización preventiva de la violencia de género y de los estudios de 
masculinidades, este artículo destaca diferentes aspectos que muestran como la 
transformación se construye a fin de proporcionar nuevos modelos alternativos de 
masculinidad. 
Palabras clave: atractivo, nuevas masculinidades alternativas, masculinidad 
hegemónica, masculinidades tradicionales dominantes, socialización, violencia
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ttraction, love and sex are key issues that have taken an important 
place in sociological studies. More than two decades ago Beck & 
Beck-Gernsheim (1995) initiated their study on love analysing how 
the social change towards democracy also lead to an increase in equality in 
love relationships. Moreover, Elster’s contribution (1989, 1998, 1999) to the 
theory of the emotions analyses their social character instead of their 
instinctive one. From a sociological perspective, the social construction of 
love and sexuality and their mutual relationships with social change is 
challenging. Therefore this analysis can help to make progresses towards a 
more democratic society. But, there is still much work to be done until we 
can understand all the social elements that constitute love and attraction and 
the social problems related to both such as gender violence. Simultaneously, 
gender and feminist studies (Hooks, 2000) also introduce love and sexuality 
into their analyses. Nevertheless, although infravalued, the field of Men’s 
studies, in which many authors have been researching for years (Kimmel, 
1997; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Connell, 1987; Kimmel, Hearn & 
Connell, 2005), is being increasingly analysed. In this article we focus on the 
issue of masculinities and its link on how attraction is socially constructed 
and how it is commonly connected to violent models of masculinity. We start 
with an example that will guide the argument of our paper.  
In a conference on masculinity, the leader of a group of men explained 
that he conducted workshops with boys in high schools focused on the issues 
of collaborating on domestic chores and on developing respectful 
relationships with girls. At the end of one of the workshops, a boy 
approached him and said: “All that you explained to us is well and good, and 
besides, I already do it, but I have a question: Why don’t I succeed in 
attracting girls?” The leader could not give him an answer. This question 
reveals a problem in society: we try to educate boys in models of non-
hegemonic masculinity, but often the boys and men who follow such models 
are not those who succeed in sexual and affective relationships. In this 
article we respond to this question from an in depth literature review that 
takes especially into account the research line of preventive socialization of 
gender violence and new alternative masculinities (Valls, Puigvert & Duque, 
2008; Flecha, Puigvert & Rios, 2013). 
A 
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Research on preventive socialization of gender violence and new 
alternative masculinities are strongly connected, and both have its origin in 
the analysis conducted by Jesus Gómez (2004) on love in the risk society, 
and then other scholars have developed extensively (Aubert, Melgar & 
Valls, 2011; Martin & Tellado, 2012; Padrós, 2012; Valls, Puigvert & 
Duque, 2008). In this article we present some findings that these works have 
developed exemplifying how is possible to transform sexual attraction and 
desire towards new alternative masculinities socialization. 
To address this problem we first draw on academic research, which has 
found a wide diversity of masculinities (Connell, 2012; Connell & 
Messerschmidt, 2005; Gutmann, 1996; Higate, 2003; Ishii-Kuntz, 2003; 
Valdés & Olavarría, 1998; Warren, 1997) including a range of hegemonic 
ones. Within this latter diversity, as Connell argues (2012), not all 
hegemonic models of masculinity are linked to violence. To avoid 
developing simplistic or misleading connections between hegemonic 
masculinity and violent attitudes we must be careful not to equate the two. 
These diverse models of masculinity are not static; they each have their own 
social nature and change over time (Dasgupta, 2000; Ferguson, 2001; 
Meuser, 2003; Morrell, 1998; Morris & Evans, 2001; Taga, 2003). For 
instance, Cavender (1999) shows how the hegemonic model of masculinity 
was constructed in different ways in 1940s films compared to actual social 
life in the 1980s.  
The research on preventive socialization of gender violence has revealed 
that sometimes, but not always, there is an association between hegemonic 
and violent masculinity. There are some masculine models that do follow a 
hegemonic model but they do not always involve violence. Previous 
analyses have considered this distinction and they have defined three models 
of masculinities and only one of them is producing gender violence: 
dominant traditional masculinity (Flecha, Puigvert & Rios, 2013), lately will 
be explained in depth. For instance, a male character in a film set in the early 
1900s can have sexist attitudes appropriate to that period and character. This 
does not mean that he mistreats the people with whom he establishes sexual 
and affective relationships. To clarify, in this article we use the concept of 
dominant traditional masculinity (here in after, DTM) to refer specifically to 
the model of masculinity that uses despise and violence –or could potentially 
186 Castro Sandúa & Mara – The Social Nature of Attractiveness 
  
 
use it- in sexual and affective relationships. On the contrary we use the 
concept of new alternative masculinities (here in after, NAM), or the 
egalitarian masculinity model to refer to those masculinity models that being 
free of violence take stands in favour of equality. 
Returning to the problem we stated and that boy’s question about how is 
it possible to succeed with girls defending egalitarian positions, in this 
article we argue first that attraction is a social construction. That is, when 
people are attracted to particular models of masculinity, it is not purely the 
result of biological drives or of some kind of “magic”. Attraction is created, 
reaffirmed, and transformed through socialization. Next, we analyse the 
scientific literature on attraction towards the masculine models to which we 
are largely socialised. Here we find that socialization tends to involve 
attraction towards traditional dominant models. This attraction gives place 
that DTM seem to be attractive while those in NAM’s models are not. This 
phenomenon of socialization is not the only one, however, and not everyone 
internalises elements of it in the same way. That’s the reason why there is 
the NAM model, in which various other forms of sexual and affective 
relationships can be developed, guided by attraction towards non-violent and 
even egalitarian models of masculinity. Based on these analyses, we present 
how attraction is being transferred from DTM towards NAM through 
participation in dialogue and reflection, what has been denominated the 
preventive socialization of gender violence. 
 
Models of Attractiveness: From “Magical-Biological” to Social 
Explanations 
 
Different explanations have been offered for how and why people feel 
attracted to diverse models of masculinity. Traditionally, efforts to explain 
attraction and love have involved magical, mystical, and even biological 
narratives. Many of these make the causes of attraction seem inexplicable 
because of their “magical” nature or unavoidability given their biological 
character. Thus empirical analyses in the domain of love and especially 
attraction become diffuse. Even those who defend scientific explanations of 
any social fact, agree that science cannot explain some behaviour related to 
love or sexuality. Along this line, some authors focussed on heterosexual 
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relationships link attraction to biological factors. Pillsworth and Haselton 
(2006) propose that women feel more sexual desire when they are ovulating, 
and manifest this desire particularly in extramarital relationships. Grammer 
and Thornhill (1994) describe the feminine tendency to prefer men with 
symmetrical faces. Johnston et al. (2001) also point to facial symmetry as 
key to men’s attractiveness and say that women who are menstruating 
change their preferences regarding masculine attractiveness. Savulescu and 
Sandberg (2008) suggest using neuroscience and biological manipulation to 
improve the romantic relationships and the quality of love. Fischer (1998) 
distinguishes lust, attraction and attachment according to the neural 
correlates. Whereas lust is considered a motivation for sex, attraction refers 
to the human mechanism that helps us identify potential partners for a 
romantic and lasting relationship and attachment is related to comfort in a 
lasting relationship.  
Other authors (Giddens, 1992; McDonald, 1998; Salecl, 1998) ultimately 
link love and attraction to irrationality, although they point out social 
elements that are worth considering. Sternberg (1998) analyses love 
relationships from a psychological perspective and therefore reviews their 
historical evolution. Yet, Sternberg does not question the idea of love as 
something unavoidable or impossible to intervene and therefore remains 
trapped in the irrationality of love. Elster (1989, 1998, 1999), for instance, 
raises the topic of emotions and rationality, sometimes claiming that 
emotions are always social constructions. However, he moves into the realm 
of the irrational when he focuses very explicitly on attraction and desire. He 
believes that sexual desire is a basic emotion, like the desire to feed oneself, 
a claim that enters the domain of the irrational. His arguments are 
inconsistent; at times, he separates love from irrationality. Thus, he declares 
that there is no universal law in human nature which states the existence of 
an inverse relationship between passions and reason. Furthermore, Elster 
(1999) argues that people increasingly dialogue, debate and reach consensus, 
which also interferes in their interpersonal relationships introducing personal 
preferences and dialogue in love relationships. Gómez (2004) takes this 
approach into account and applies it in his study of love and romantic 
relationships and therewith goes beyond by reaching the conclusion that 
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love, passion and desire are social and can, thus, be changed through 
interaction and resocialization.  
Taking a slightly different approach, Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (1995) 
study the social character of love without divesting it of its irrational or 
magical character. They state that with the modernisation of society, the 
changes in the traditional gender roles and the emancipation of women, 
relationships are no longer pre-established but are the result of the personal 
choices of every individual. Nonetheless, the fact of recognising that 
relationships are transformed through dialogue is an essential element in 
order to advance the theory of the social nature of love. Moreover, and even 
though Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (1995) state that in love issues everybody 
is responsible and accountable for his or her actions, they rely on the 
irrational when they suggest that love falls on people like a ray of light, or 
fades away according to physical laws that are not subject to human control. 
Luhmann (1986), on the other hand, analyses love and passion from a 
systemic perspective He introduces the changes of society into the 
interpersonal relationships but he does not allow the individual for action in 
the personal love issues neglecting thus the capacity of human agency.  
Although these explanations offer insights into the social nature of love 
and sexuality, attraction and desire still constitute a black hole that most 
researchers have not yet entered, they prefer to use the label of 
“inexplicable”. In fact, the pioneering research that demonstrates the social 
nature of attraction and its links to gender violence was conducted by Jesús 
Gómez (2004). Compiling the contributions of the scientific literature, he 
points out that, although they address the problem and are correct in many of 
their statements,  research did not go deep enough into the real processes of 
socialization that determine who we like, and why, and how it all works. 
Lately, Flecha, Puigvert and Rios (2013) collected Gomez’s contribution and 
carried out a meta-analysis of previous research on the line of preventive 
socialisation. They developed the conceptualisation of three different 
typologies of masculinities: Dominant Traditional Masculinity (DTM), 
Oppressed Traditional Masculinity (OTM) and New Alternative 
Masculinities (NAM). In the next sections, we will describe the difference 
between them in terms of attractiveness.   
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However, in spite of the work developed in the line of preventive 
socialisation and NAM, the social nature of love and attractiveness in the 
research on masculinities has been scarcely analysed. In this regard, Jackson 
(1993) explores love from the perspective of the cultural construction of 
emotions and thus introduces the cultural nature of love. Various analyses 
have been conducted on the construction of romantic love in men (Gilmartin, 
2007; Law, Campbell & Dolan, 1999; Redman, 1996; Redman, 2001; 
Worth, Paris & Allen, 2002) and how romantic men usually represent 
masculinity models that are the opposite of the hegemonic masculinity 
(Langford, 1996; Pearce & Stacey, 1995). Allen (2007), for instance, in 
discussing romantic men and hegemonic masculinity, points out that many 
men feel pressure to be “real macho and sensitive” (Allen, 2007, p. 149) at 
the same time. A generalised agreement seems to exist that men and women 
are being educated and socialised to think about sexual and affective 
relationships in two different ways.  
Gómez (2004) was the first to explain that what comes spontaneously 
“from within” (love at first sight, sexual attraction), is neither unpredictable 
nor inexplicable. In particular, he shows that people are attracted – and 
sometimes “suddenly” – as a result of the socialization that each person has 
internalised throughout his or her life. Subsequent analysis along this line 
follows up this analysis (Duque, 2006; Padrós, 2007; Valls, Puigvert & 
Duque, 2008; Flecha, Puigvert & Rios, 2013). To develop this approach 
Gómez drew on authors such as Mead (1934), and Habermas (1984a, 
1984b); although not directly dealing with attraction, both study how social 
interaction shapes our lives. Mead’s theory of the symbolic interactionism 
(1934) attempts to explain the construction of the individual personality 
based on the interaction with society. Even though he doesn’t consider love 
relationships, Mead defines the social nature of the individual character and 
allows for the changes of the personal attitudes through interaction, which 
Gómez (2004) applies to love relationships. The Theory of Communicative 
Action developed by Habermas (1984a, 1984b) introduces through the 
concept of communicative rationality the differentiation of power claims and 
validity claims that prevail and guide our interactions. Power claims are 
those that used to prevail in society and refer to the person with most power 
imposing the personal arguments and positioning. However, the use of 
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validity claims in the current societies and the interpersonal relationships is 
increasing. This implies that the participants in a dialogue provide arguments 
to convince the other individuals from their perspective but all participants 
are willing to changing their position if better arguments are provided by the 
rest of participants. Their thinking helps create the foundations for 
considering how attraction between people results from social interaction. 
As Gómez (2004) argues, love is historical, an institution, a social question 
that we live in a very personal way, thus, his work also shows that the 
consideration of attraction as instinct or “chemistry” is a mistake that derives 
in important consequences.  
The fact that human desire crystallises on the basis of multiple previous 
interactions is what makes us experience desire as impulsive, unavoidable, 
and inexplicable. The “love at first sight” that seems to happen “suddenly” 
do not in fact occur by chance, moving us into a scenario that we cannot 
predict. It is both our personal socialization together with the historical 
beliefs about romance and love - both internalised through all our 
interactions- which shape the models of masculinity through which each of 
us will feel that "love at first sight".  
Thus far we have explored academic explanations for the social nature of 
attraction. The key question appears when this attraction is linked to a model 
of DTM. How can we transform this kind of attraction and desire, to move 
towards the various models of new masculinity? 
 
Attractiveness, Masculinities, and Violence 
Femininity and masculinity have traditionally been linked to beauty and 
power respectively, represented by the mirror of Venus and the shield and 
spear of Ares. Regarding heterosexual relationships, masculinity is usually 
attractive because of its links to men’s economic position or to other social 
symbols of power. However, writers have described other characteristics that 
are relevant to understanding the attraction of certain masculine models. 
Ortega y Gasset (1999) puts it well that everybody knows men with whom 
women fall in love very quickly and intensely, thus, the philosopher wonders 
about which is the vital mystery that is hidden behind such privilege without 
finding an answer to it.  
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The scientific explanations provided for this phenomenon are very 
diverse and range from more biological ones to more social ones. Haiken 
(2000), for instance, analyses how the contemporary discourse about men’s 
desire to succeed economically minimises the extent to which men, like 
women, are vulnerable to market-driven cultural imperatives regarding 
physical attractiveness. In fact, the mass media also have considerable 
influence over men’s self-esteem and dissatisfaction with their bodies 
(Hobza et al., 2007; Hobza & Rochlen, 2009; McArdle & Hill, 2007; 
Nikkelen, 2011). Along this same line, several researchers (Frederick, 2007; 
Grogan & Richards, 2002; Hargreaves & Tiggemann, 2009; Morrison et al., 
2004) have studied the body images of boys and men related to the idea that 
being muscular will make them physically more attractive. Whitchurch, 
Wilson and Gilbert (2011) in their study with female college students found 
that uncertainty about whether a man likes them or not increases attraction 
towards men. 
Along these lines, Giddens (1992) also refers to attractive models of 
masculinity, such as the “womanizer”, the Casanova without any attempt to 
explain it, just referring to it as a reality. However, some academic 
researchers do not only explain which masculinity is more attractive, but 
they also point at an attraction to violent models of masculinity. Bukowski, 
Sippola and Newcomb (2000) suggest that aggressive youths are 
increasingly considered attractive. Rebellon and Manasse (2004) studied a 
sample of 1,725 American adolescents aged 11 to 17 and concluded that 
there is a connection between delinquency and romantic involvement in 
adolescents. Being a delinquent seems to make young men more attractive to 
prospective mates, because their risk-taking attracts.  
Looking at the media, some authors have analysed how the cinema 
promotes certain models of attractiveness which are based on violence 
(Cavender, 1999; Fouz-Hernández, 2005). Brown (2002), for example, 
focuses on the roles that Mel Gibson has played. He points out that by 
surviving great physical suffering; the characters appear more masculine, 
which enhances Gibson’s standing as a sex symbol. 
Along the same line, bell hooks (2000) explains that some people 
experience a “hooked feeling” towards people who treat others badly. Thus 
we claim that there exists a mainstream – but not unique – pattern of 
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socialization that draws people toward violence, within a particular violent 
hegemonic model of masculinity. In addition, Padrós (2012) states that the 
most successful models have systematically defined themselves through a 
type of masculinity in which the man who arouses desire in others is 
sometimes the one who has been considered aggressive and violent. 
New (2001) discusses the negative effects that this mainstream 
socialization has on men themselves. She states that men are told to be “bad 
and dangerously irresponsible” in order to be admired and claims for 
focusing on the possibilities to diminish the influence of mainstream 
socialization with the effect of strengthening alternative masculinities. Thus, 
while research has already indicated the existence of attraction towards 
violent models, some other research has focused on the attraction (or lack of) 
towards non-violent masculinity models. In this line, Flecha, Puigvert and 
Rios (2013) argue that people are socialised in attraction models where 
DTM are the most successful one in terms of attractiveness, because there is 
a social constructed link between desire and dominance and violence.   
 
Attractiveness and Equality: The Traditional Model and Alternative 
The discussion of whether egalitarian masculine models are attractive 
appears in a few studies and theories. Giddens (1992) asks himself why a 
more egalitarian model of masculinity is not so attractive. He asks why can't 
a good man be sexy and why can't a sexy man be good. This is a key 
question to which he does not provide an answer. In the study conducted by 
McDaniel (2005), we can see how, when talking about attraction, adolescent 
girls admit that egalitarian attitudes are not the source of their attraction to 
boys. These attitudes, they say, can even reduce the power of sexual 
attraction. Frosh, Phoenix, and Pattman (2002) mention that girls positively 
value their male classmates that they consider “nice”, sensitive, and 
considerate; however, when they consider having a sexual and affective 
relationship, they do not see these boys as being as attractive as the “laddish” 
ones. Along the same lines, Talbot and Quayle (2010) believe that the 
hegemonic elements in masculinity are essential in romantic contexts: “nice 
guys” are valued in social contexts and work environments but not in 
romantic ones. Similarly, Speer (2005) describes the dichotomy between the 
valuing of a “nice” masculinity, one characterised by helping with 
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housework, taking care of the children, etc., and the valuing of dominant 
masculinities.  
Jesus Gómez (2004) and Flecha, Puigvert and Rios (2013) move beyond 
stating this paradox, and provides an answer to the question why 
attractiveness towards new masculinities is not the same than the existing 
one towards dominant ones. They explain the two as part of the two faces of 
the same coin, naming them the Traditional Model. The Traditional Model, 
as it has been previously introduced, could be split in two different models: 
DTM and OTM socialization.. Thus, while some people feel “hooked” and 
find it impossible to end a relationship with a man who treats them badly 
(DTM), in other situations people choose men who do not mistreat and who 
are egalitarian (OTM), but towards whom they do not feel attraction, so the 
relationship lacks of passion. This double facet of the Traditional model is 
reflected in many of the studies conducted in the research field of preventive 
socialization of gender violence. As it has been studied  by Flecha, Puigvert 
and Rios (2013) in the research with teenagers lead by professor Maria 
Padrós (2007), that boys and girls aged 14 to 17 said that the boys who have 
the greatest ability to turn on a girl are those with a strong and imposing 
character and, at the same time, are those who look down on others. When 
the same participants talked about boys who are guided by non-violent 
models of masculinity, they frequently spoke of them as “boring” and “not 
attractive”. They said, among other things, that they can “be overwhelming” 
and “tiresome”; one said “there are boys that are so nice that they seem 
stupid”. Contrastingly, the Alternative Model relies on a socialization 
process of attraction towards new masculinities. In this model the DTM is 
rejected and the NAM model is not only the convenient election but the 
desirable one. 
To differentiate between the two models, the crucial characteristic is not 
stability or length of the relationship, or the genders or number of persons 
involved. The question is whether the persons involved in the relationship 
have been socialised in the attraction to violence. Both models, Traditional 
and Alternative, can be found in all types of relationships: heterosexual, 
homosexual, occasional, stable, marital, and any other. The key question is 
towards which type of model they have been socialised. In fact, it would be a 
mistake to try to categorise particular types of relationship, such as marriage, 
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within the Traditional Model and other types, like sporadic relationships, 
within the Alternative Model. The Alternative Model is found in sexual and 
affective relationships where people have been socialised in finding 
egalitarian men and boys as attractive; in fact they find them exciting and 
desirable, no matter the length or the form that the relationship takes.  
Therefore, we claim, a mainstream tradition of socialization that 
transmits the idea that men who follow a model of sexuality linked to power 
and the exercise of violence and domination are more attractive and 
desirable than those men whose values are more related to solidarity and 
dialogue. This is not the only way that people can be socialised; in fact many 
people are not strongly socialised to be attracted to violence. However, the 
mass media and other socialising agents present many obvious examples of 
this mainstream socialization. We only need to think of the masculine 
characters that people can see in the films. How often is the attractive 
character of the film the most supportive? And how often is he the most 
conflictive? If we think about the most passionate scenes in a film, how 
often do they happen between people who have an egalitarian relationship 
based on dialogue? How many times are they between people who have a 
troublesome, love-hate relationship, based on conflict? Within this 
mainstream socialization in which the attractive model is the violent one, 
men who follow the most egalitarian model are usually positioned as “good” 
or “appropriate” but not as exciting and attractive. The dichotomy between 
the “good-convenient-non attractive” man and the “bad-inconvenient-
attractive” one is transmitted through this mainstream socialization.  
The research on preventive socialization of gender violence shows that 
this phenomenon leads to dilemmas like that of the boy in the opening 
example: his egalitarian behaviours do not attract girls. To move beyond this 
dichotomy, it is necessary to recognise the social nature of attractiveness and 
to promote the attraction towards NAM model and not towards the DTM 
model.  
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Preventive Socialization of Gender Violence: How Can We Make New 
Alternative Masculinities More Attractive? 
 
When socialization results in individuals linking attractiveness to the model 
of DTM, they are more likely to experience gender violence in sexual and 
affective relationships. For those who choose a magical or biological 
explanation for entering a potentially violent relationship, the only ways to 
avoid violence are repressing one’s instincts or simply being lucky. That is, 
according to this way of thinking, we cannot prevent gender violence; only 
good or bad luck can help people avoid it, because we do not know which 
model of masculinity we will be attracted to. The idea of romantic magic 
means anyone can fall in love with anyone else, violent or not, depending on 
the circumstances. But as it has already been argued, attractiveness has a 
social nature; it is created through social interactions. From this perspective, 
it is possible to overcome gender violence, by transforming society’s 
conceptions of attractiveness to non-violent, egalitarian, models of 
masculinity.  
The research conducted on preventing gender violence through 
socialization (Gómez, 2004; Duque, 2006; Flecha, Puigvert & Rios, 2013) 
makes it clear that the ideas of attractiveness, which lead to romantic and 
sexual desires, are formed during social interactions. If we aim to transform 
our conceptions of attractiveness to focus more on non-violent masculinity, 
we must begin with the fact that the desire for the violent hegemonic model 
of masculinity is the result of interactions, of thousands of dialogues with 
other persons and with oneself. Based on this evidence, if we are to take 
preventive action against gender violence, we must begin by analysing the 
values, including both violent and egalitarian ones, that are associated with 
the various models of masculinity that attract people to initiate long or short 
relationships. As discussed earlier, the social theories of Habermas (1984b) 
contribute to the basis for this argument that it is possible to transform our 
desires, if people want to be in charge of their own lives and responsible for 
them, they must know who they want to be and also consider the interactions 
they have had in the past.   
According to researches carried out in the field of preventive 
socialisation and men studies, one of the first barriers to this kind of change 
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is our collection of internalised beliefs about the irrationality of all the 
questions we have raised above, especially those connected to attractiveness. 
Again, we must point out the social nature of attractiveness as these 
contradictions are difficult to solve if we focus on irrationality. Popular 
knowledge sometimes supports this irrationality: it tells us that “the heart has 
reasons that reason cannot understand”. As a result, people often experience 
a contradiction between their desires and their values. That is, society sees 
violent models of masculinity as negative, and people know about the 
potential problems in relationships that revolve around those models—but 
still some of them become involved in potentially violent relationships.   
Thus, the idea of transformation based on interactions can seem to 
provide a simple solution. In practice, however, it is actually quite complex. 
First, people must acknowledge that they have been socialised in the 
attraction to violence. They must also understand that this attraction is the 
result of social interactions. We therefore suggest, that if people want to 
change their desires, they must first recognise who they are attracted to and 
why (Duque, 2006). Then, if a particular attraction could be detrimental, 
they must have to want to change such attraction. Second, it is also 
important to work towards transformation, to introduce and value the 
egalitarian model of masculinity. Connell (2012) tells us that this does not 
mean eliminating masculinity, but rather valuing the existing non-violent 
models of masculinity that she refers to as “peace-making” (p.5). Generally 
speaking, however, society has not promoted the egalitarian model in any 
consistent way. For instance, Hooks (2000) declares that there is no 
significant body of feminist literature addressed to boys, though Kimmel 
(1997) does talk about the need to integrate men into the curriculum. 
Michael Flood (1995) and his initiative of the XY movement focuses on 
men’s groups that are male-positive, pro-feminist and gay-affirmative to 
combat gender violence that occurs in romantic relationships and to 
empower egalitarian men. We add that in order to prevent gender violence, it 
is not enough to acknowledge and value these masculinities. The NAM’s 
model is an alternative model because contributes to socialise people away 
from gender violence and simultaneously create a mainstream form of 
socialization that promotes non dominant forms of masculinity as exciting, 
desirable, and attractive. In turn, this will mean fostering the kinds of 
International and Multidisciplinary Journal of Social Sciences, 3(2) 197 
 
 
interactions that help people create masculinities as egalitarian and 
attractive.  
Besides engaging in critical dialogues to change attraction, according to 
the research on preventive socialization of gender violence and NAM, it is 
necessary that men who are egalitarian are also considered attractive. 
Egalitarian men cannot wait passively for others, both men and women, to 
shift their attraction towards egalitarian models. If men consider the 
egalitarian masculinity as synonymous of being passive, insecure, and guilty 
of participating in all the kinds of discrimination that women have suffered 
throughout history, and not attractive, they help to perpetuate violent 
hegemonic masculinity and to undervalue the egalitarian type. To foster 
NAM it is crucial that men who are egalitarian assert themselves, reclaim the 
potential to live according to their own model, and refuse to accept sporadic 
or stable relationships with people who feel attracted to DTM. This would be 
a key step to end with the prevalence of hegemonic masculinity.   
Thus, the research on preventive socialization of gender violence and 
NAM have also shown that when NAM empower themselves, and start to 
succeed in their sexual and affective relationships, they can sometimes move 
towards replicating the DTM model (Flecha, Puigvert & Rios, 2013). It is in 
this moment when their behaviour diminishes the potential of NAM. As the 
key message is again that to succeed you should reproduce DTM. It is 
essential to develop spaces where men can engage in dialogue with one 
another, to reflect on ways to create a range of non-violent models of 
masculinity that are defined by equality and attractiveness. Here, NAM can 
reaffirm their egalitarian attitudes, and learn how to become more attractive, 
becoming more self-confident with their own style. At these spaces, they can 
also reject the DTM masculinities, freeing themselves from a historical 
socialization of submission to the violent model. In doing so, the direct 
connection between violence and attraction should be substituted by equality 
and attraction.  
In summary, research has stated that it is also crucial to create appropriate 
spaces for reflection where both men and women can generate these 
transformative interactions. Although few such opportunities exist for men, 
some progress is being made in this direction. Just as other social groups 
have found it difficult to create spaces where they can reflect on, and 
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describe, their gender and specific life situation, this is changing; meeting 
places for men are also increasingly becoming a reality (Puigvert & Muñoz, 
2012; Serradell, Santa Cruz & Mondejar, 2014). Many men’s associations 
exist and can serve as spaces for reflection. As some authors have described, 
educational centres are one place for developing more such opportunities 
(Martín & Tellado, 2012; Kimmel, 1997). Still, if people are to experience 
the many different kinds of interactions they need to develop masculinities 
that are both attractive and non-violent, the whole community will have to 
participate. The main issue to discuss in these spaces is the models of 
masculinity that society presents as attractive and exciting. Who is attractive: 
those who are violent, or those who are egalitarian? And why? It is also 
important to deepen this analysis: beyond considering simply whether a 
model of masculinity is or is not violent, we must ask whether or not it is 
attractive.  
 
Conclusions:  Towards the Alternative Model 
This article starts from the premise that attractiveness is a social 
construction, and therefore, not based in magical or biological determinants. 
Therefore it can be created, but most importantly, it can be transformed. The 
attraction that people learn to feel to men is very often linked (not always) to 
a profound socialization toward particular ideas that connect desire and 
attractiveness with violence. The mainstream socialization promotes an 
attraction to DTM. Research shows that this is the main reason why the 
NAM is usually considered not to be attractive.  
The scientific evidences discussed here allow shedding light onto the 
social roots of attractiveness towards the different masculine models. In this 
sense, the article represents a step forward in social studies. The analysis of 
the attraction to DTM model or to the egalitarian one allows for a better 
understanding of the persistent prevalence of the former in our society. 
Despite many social advances and deep transformations that have affected 
all the masculine models, DTM prevails due to the social attraction that is 
promoted towards it. While this violent model is presented and socially 
perceived as attractive, it is very difficult to eradicate it. The preventive 
socialization of gender violence and the analysis of masculinity models 
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(Gómez, 2004; Valls, Puigvert & Duque, 2008; Flecha, Puigvert & Rios, 
2013) indicate that it is necessary to enhance a socialization that promotes 
attraction to an egalitarian model, at the same time, as it promotes 
indifference, rejection and no desire to violent hegemonic masculinity.  
The reflections presented here have several important practical 
implications in the education for NAM and its social construction in the 
schools and other socialisation spaces. In this regard, steps should be taken 
in education in order to present egalitarian models as attractive and not as 
incompatible with them. Thus, dialogic spaces should be created in order to 
critically analyse those men and women who feel attracted to persons who 
are following the violent hegemonic model, not to take it for granted, but as 
something of social nature that can be transformed. Some key messages 
should be considered for men who following an egalitarian model of 
masculinity feel oftentimes admiration or even submission to the violent 
hegemonic model, as well as to all those persons who are actually 
subordinated to it. 
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